From: MCCLINCY Matt

To: Eric Blischke/R10/USEPA/US@EPA

Cc: ANDERSON Jim M

Subject: RE: FW: TZW report DEQ PM Feedback
Date: 02/22/2007 08:25 AM

Thanks Eric,

Ihwill check in with the PMs and get back to you as | receive info from
them.

Matt

————- Original Message-----

From: Blischke.Eric@epamail_.epa.gov
gmallto:Bllschke.Erlc epamall.gfaigov]
ent: Wednesday, February 21, 2007 1:39 PM

To: MCCLINCY Matt
Cc: _humphrey.chip@epa.gov
Subject: Re: FW: TZW report DEQ PM Feedback

Matt, you have provided information on the following sites:

Arco, Exxon Mobil and Rhone Poulenc. ) R

We discussed that GASCO, Arkema and Siltronic are moving down a

different pathway where the upland party is taking responsibility (we

will note of course in our_comments that our determination that no
add{tlo;al work at these sites is contingent on progress by the upland
arties).

?hat leaves the following sites:

Willbridge - you will talk to Henning _
Gunderson - you spoke to Dana and he will get to next week.
Kinder Morgan (former GATX) - still need to follow-up.

I am also attaching the new site summary from last summer. It would be
ood to get_an update on the potential for work at new sites such as
OSM, PEO, Willamette Cove and_Gunderson Area 3_as well as any new
information about the other sites listed in this document.

Thanks, Eric

(See attached file: New Groundwater Pathway Evaluation Sites.doc)

MCCLINCY Matt
<MCCLINCY .Matt@d
eq.state.or.us>

%6/15/2006 02:01

To
Eric Blischke/R10/USEPA/US@EPA

cc

Chip Humphrey/R10/USEPA/US@EPA,
Rene Fuentes/R10/USEPA/US@EPA,
Kristine Koch/R10/USEPA/USQ@EPA,
ANDERSON Jim M
<Jim.M.Anderson@state.or.us> _

Subject
FW: TZW report DEQ PM Feedback

Eric, Chip, Rene and Kristine,

Attached below is feedback from the DEQ PM/teams on the LWG TZW data for
the Arco, ExxonMobil _and SLLI (Rhone Poulenc sites. Our review is not
comprehensive, but given everyone®s work load it is what | have right
now. The PMs answered a number of questions relative to the TZW data.
Let me know if you have any questions.

Matt

Matt-
I reviewed the 8/7/06 LWG TZW report"s sections on Arco and
ExxonMobil and have the following responses to your queries.

Arco
1. Is the area of apparent groundwater discharge
and transition zone groundwater (TZW) data consistent
with the upland c%pceptual hydrogeologic model?

es.

2. _Do you think additional sampling is necessary
to obtain representative TZW data to conduct a TZW
risk assessment representative of the groundwater
pathway from uplaqg sources?

o.
3. Is the characterization of TZW adequate or are
the data gaps (e.g., nature and extent)? f so please


mailto:MCCLINCY.Matt@deq.state.or.us
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mailto:ANDERSON.Jim@deq.state.or.us

1
have the following comments:

ExxonMobi l

elaborate and propose recommended sampling
points/strategies. ~ ~

The characterization appears
adequate. _ R B )

. Did the TZW data contain any surprises which
will result in additional upland groundwater
characterization?

Section 5.3.1 points out two VOCs in
TZW that exceed screening levels, TCE and 1,2-DCA,
neither of which _are upland COls. 1 do not_believe
these VOCs are_migrating from the subject_ site and do
not plan additional investigation into this.

- Do you agree/disagree with the LWG
assessment/conclusions relative to TZW adjacent to
your site? ) : )

agree with their conclusions, but

o Section 5.1 The
table summarizing upland groundwater consists _
solely of grab samples. "m surprised they did

not rely more on data from monitoring wells.
There are seven mgltl—channel_tublnﬁ monitoring
wells along the site"s shoreline (CMT1-7) that
allow groundwater sampling at various depths and
an off-site monitoring well to the north
gLPMW—Ol , and we have four quarters of data
rom 2005; this data set appears more
aﬁproprlate to use in comparison_to TZW data
than_what the LWG presented. This upland )
multi-depth groundwater data should be used in
the LWG cross sections (Figures 5-5b-i) to _
interpret contaminant migration to TZW ‘sampling
points, as well as recent nearshore and
revetment_llthology and contaminant
characterization data.

The last paragraph of this section describes how
the current seawall and hydraulic_controls are
mostly, but not completely effective in
providing source control.” The text should R
recognize that most of these concerns, including
a "detached" plume east of the seawall, will be
addressed next year when Arco constructs a
deeper, replacement sheetpile barrier wall and
removes contaminated sediment to the east.

Section 5.3.1 _TCE and 1,2-DCA_are not upland
site COls and their detection in TZW samples is
not believed to be related to the upland site.

Section 5.3.3 Using the more appropriate
upland groundwater data described In the comment
on Section 5.1, their statement that "TPH-D
concentrations observed in TZW samples are all
higher than those observed_in the upland
nearshore groundwater' is incorrect. For ;
example, TPH-D ranged from 0.34 to 3.6 mg/L in
TZW and up to 7.4 mg/l in upland nearshore wells
(2005 data from CMT wells). The statement that
these patterns are similar to those observed at
the ExxonMobil site is _also incorrect (see
ExxonMobil comment on Section 6.5).

This significant decrease in TPH concentrations
moving from upland nearshore wells to TZW_sample
locations may be indicative of the effectiveness
of the existing seawall and hydraulic
containment source control measures; Arco plans
additional upland and nearshore source control
measures and investigation on their
effectiveness in preventing contaminant
migration to the river.

1. Is the area of apparent groundwater discharge
and transition zone groundwater (TZW) data consistent
with the upland c%pceptual hydrogeologic model?

es.
2. _Do you think additional sampling is necessary
to obtain representative TZW data to conduct a TZW
risk assessment representative of the groundwater
pathway from uplaq? sources?

0.
3. Is the characterization of TZW adequate or are
the data gaps (e.g., nature and extent)? T so please
elaborate and propose recommended sampling
points/strategies. B B

The characterization appears
adequate. R B ;
4. Did the TZW data contain any surprises which
will result in additional upland groundwater
characterization?

Not really, but see comment on
Section 6.5. : )
5. Do you agree/disagree with the LWG
assessment/conclusions relative to TZW adjacent to
your site? R )

1 generally agree with their

conclusions, but have the following comments:

Section 6.1 The upland groundwater quality



table uses data from 2003, yet there is more
recent data from 2005-2006 which should be used.
Also, the groundwater monitoring wells KMWO1-19
are not ''shoreline” wells, and the recently
installed wells KMW29-30 and_36-37 (located in
the barrier wall gap, each with six_quarters of
data) appear to be more representative of
%foundwater migrating _from the site to the

illamette River. This also affects the
presentation in Figure 6-5a.

Section 6.5 Perhaps because of the upland
groundwater data set they chose to use (see
comment on Section 6.1), their statement that
"TPH-G and TPH-D concentrations are _
substantially higher in the TZW than in the
nearshore upland groundwater' is _incorrect. The
opposite is true: for example, TPH-D ranged
from 0.35 to 3.6 mg/L in TZW and up to 14.8 mg/I
in ugland nearshore wells (5/06 data from
KMW29-30 and_36-37). While this significant
decrease in TPH concentrations moving from _
upland nearshore wells to TZW sample locations
is welcome, the magnitude of decrease in the
approximately 100 lateral feet between the two
sampling locations is somewhat unexpected.

Note that_DEQ is pressing ExxonMobil to enhance the source control
measures in the downstream portion of their site (area between the
slurry_wall_and the Arco fa0|llty?, based on high diesel and As
detections in upland riverbank wells. The LWG TZW data suggests
that the_plume rapidly attenuates. This is an area that we may
want additional in-water testing to confirm the initial results.
It is also something that ExxonMobil may propose to conduct in
lieu of additional source control measures. Matt

Thanks -

Tom_Gainer, P.E. B i

Project Manager/Environmental Engineer _ R
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, NW Region
503-229-5326

SLLI (Rhone Poulenc)

1. _ _Is the area of apparent groundwater_discharge and
transition zone ?roundwater (TZW) data consistent with the
upland conceptual hydrogeologic model? R

Yes, where we have data near the riverbank. The discharge
zone at_RP-03 may represent a "worst case," but the
evaluation does not fully address whether the deep R
alluvium/basalt %roundwater also discharges further out in
the river channel and further downstream. It would have
helped if either the upland cross sections (9-5b_through
9-5e) which show stratigraphy were extended out into the
river or the in-water cross sections (9-6a through 9-6f) TzZW
profiles showed the stratigraphy, and to add a figure that
shows the complete river profile from bank to bank. This
would better illustrate whether the upland alluvial gravels
are associated with the sandy discharge zone at RP-03 and
whether or not "the basalt does not_outcrop in the river"” as
indicated on page 68 (it comes within 6 feet of the
riverbottom based on City CSO borings). The text does_not
indicate whether the alluvial gravels outcrop in the river.

2. Do you think additional sampling s necessary to
obtain representative TZW data to conduct a TZW risk
assessment representative of the groundwater pathway from
upland sources? B o )

No. Although the data set is limited, the sampling
conducted does appear to be representative.

3. Is the characterization of TZW adequate or are the
data gaps (e.g., nature and extent)? If so please elaborate
and propose recommended sampling points/strategies.

Generally it _is adequate. A first next step would be to
include the TZW data to the north at_Siltronic and to the
south at Arkema in the evaluation, given the breadth of the
upland Rhone Poulenc_groundwater plume. Also, as noted
above, consider looking further out in the river channel.

4. _Did the_TZW data contain any surprises which will
result in additional upland groundwater characterization?
Yes. The identification of two relatively discrete
discharge zones, particularly the sandy zone north of the
railroad bridge, will help focus additional groundwater
characterization upland. The sandy zone north of the
railroad bridge is consistent with a "trough” in the surface
of the basalt acting as a preferential_groundwater flow
ﬁathway. SLLI (Rhone Poulenc) and their consultant AMEC

ave already proposed an update to the site conceptual model
and are using the information to locate wells and propose
interim source control measures.

5. Do you agree/disagree with the LWG
agse%sment/conclu3|ons relative to TZW adjacent to your
site”?

Generally, yes.

Tom Roick



SLLI (Rhone Poulenc)

I have reviewed the section of the LWG summary report for groundwater
sampélng. The following are my comments with respect to the questions
posed.

1. TZW data consistent with RPAC model? 1 would have to say it
aBpears strongly linked. However, RPAC is focusing on the gravel zone
above the bedrock as the main transport pathway and there should be a
better depiction of the connectivity of the gravel with the sandy
discharge area and the_near shore discharge area. The near shore
discharge area seems like it is too shallow for the main transport
pathway for RPAC. 1 also agree that the cross sections should be
extended farther out into the river. | also think that the A-A" and
B-B" cross sections should be coordinated a little better with the
main RPAC cross section_(they are not even shown on the_ same map to
get a sense of orientation and scale for the river portions).

2. Additional sampling for risk assessment? It is a small data set.
It would be consistent with screening using maximum concentrations.

3. Is TZW characterization adequate? A better interpretation and
resentation of existing information would be a good next step.
Sounds like RPAC is going to do that at least for the upland
information. Do we know If they would intend to incorporate the LWG
data into a revision of the site model?

4. Did the TZW data contain surprises? No_and yes. We knew that the
“plume™ had to go somewhere so this verifies the anticipated
discharge. 1 was surﬂrlsed by the levels of some dissolved metals and
don"t know_off hand how they compare_to the upland concentrations;
manganese is one that seems really high.

5. Agree/disagree with the LWG assessment? Yes and | look forward to
any_better coordination between the RPAC upland and LWG data and
depictions.

Mavis D. Kent R
Cleanup & Emergency Response Section _
DEQ Northwest eglon - East_Side Office
1550 NW Eastman Parkway, Suite 290
Gresham, Oregon 97030

503-667-8414 X55008

503-674-5148 Fax
kent.mavis.d@deq.state.or.us



